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tbough it demanded that the inrezfacc be made available by April 1997. Likewise. AT&T-
delayed the rclcasc ofPacific's fIowdBough process for basic: exdJaDge migraIion orders

---Ibis summer when it failed to have its syems ready for tesdng. As MCI suggests in its-c:ommrmll (albeit iDdirectly), Mel and other cmiers WC!I'e reqr fot the fJowrbmugh

release. but bad to wait for AT&T to complete its testing. (Mel's CommentS, p. 27.)- ....
The Commission should dismiss AT&T! UDmISODIbk RqUeSt 10 sbotreD the limefIames

for delivering electronic interfaces Ibat iDcorporate indusIry.adopled guidelines.

Moreover.1he CoaJmission should rejm AT&T's proposal that would require me
n.ECs to keep "at least three prior quarterly iJaraface rc1c:ases available 10 the CLCs to

•
maimaiD continuity." (AT&Ts Comments, p. IS.) In other WOlds. AT&T demaads tbat

Pacific maintain PI« with me IDC)Q cunent iDdusuy guideliDes, while !be CLEes might

Jag behiDd well over a year. This proposal is iDefticic:m sad unreasonable. Pacific would

be required to keep multiple vmions ofeach inlel1ace availabl~ which would require a

huge investment ofresources and o\'erhead. For exaple, Pacific would have: to deploy

sufficient resources just to maintain tesQng enviroQ:d1ellts for all the prior releases. In

addition, Pacific would have to invest signiticamly grealer resources 10 configure

software that would intenlct effectively widl prior .eleascs. (In other words, each time

Pacific upgraded an interface. the software would have to be configured in a way Ulal it

could still interact with the last thm: releases.) Such a requirement would be

tmnendously wasteful and inefficiem.

Finally. the Commission should DOl order the IlECs to make any interfaces

available iflbe CLECs are nOl commiaed to using them. It would be eXle1nely wasteful

and ~nable 10 require the ILEes to develop SYSlelDS 8I1d interfaces that the CLECs

will not use.

b. Interfaces With No lr1dunry Guidelines

As stated in Pacific's opening commems. where no illdusny guidelines exist.

Pacific will provide CLECs with access to the same ordering interfaces used by Pacific's

own service represematives. In March 1998. the CLECs will have (1) direct access to _

Pacific's order provisioning system. SORD. (2) direa access to the same order-wriliDlL
.,
interface used by Pacific's own service representatives. StaJwriter. (3) real-time access to
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Pac:ific's pre-orcleriDg datlbases lbmush Dalapte ad Veripte, in additiou to the access-
provided on an integcar.ed basis through Starwriterand SORJ), and (4) indusuy-guiddine- --~

based order writig capabilitY for both raale aDd UNEs, via LEX aDd ED) interfaces.-
With sucla access, CLEC service zqx-csennatives will have the abiJily to perform all pre-

olderiDg and ordc:riq fiDlctioos in substamiaUy the same man_ as Pucific's own service

~ves. In addition, Pacific will COIUinue to build aDd add intetfaces in

accmdaDcc wilb lbc national iDdustry guide1jnes, as they are established, and where

collllDefCially prac&ic:able, so that CLECs can co.tUiDue to build their own cusromi7J"d

correspoDdiDg imerfa&:es to inTeraCt with Plcific's systems. However, IIOlbiDg in the Act

requires Pacific to develop CUStOmiml EDI interfaces with eacb CLEC prior to the

iDc:lusuy's adoptiou ofguidelines for parIicuIar functions ofthose interfaces. Such e1fons

would greatly deplete J1!SOIU'CeS dedicated 10 implementing acommon iJUerface for which

iJulustry guidelines exist. aud would subject both Pacific and 1be CLEC 1O costly and

inefficient n::-work associated with modifyi.n~ these interfaces once indUSQ'y guidelines

are developed.

c. C01IlimdJra AvailabilityofPrior/",er/aces ..

Pacific refers [0 the remarlcs made in its opeDiDg COImDCDtS, and to the remarks on

lbis subject in pan Q., above.

d Specijicalions andDiJpkle Resohttion

ATitT suggests imposing a requirement that all disputes regarding system

speGificatioDS be resolved before any development begins. In accordance with the

orderiug and billing fonun guidelines. the ILECs - i.e., dte caIriers providing the service

- ~tain fiMl control over the method of intedace functionaliIY. The lLECs cannot give

multiple CLECs control over the content or timing of interface development as this would

surely forestall development.

Wi1h numerous CLECs, it is JeaSOnable to expect that they will have ditferem

aeeds, and that lhey will provide input lhat is often conflicting with one another. Taking

those differences into account, the ILEes' responsibility is to provide an interface thar

will best service the CLEe community as awhole. uying to serv~ the needs ofas many

CLEes as possible, and adhering to indumy guidelines where practicable. lfthe ILECs
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were required to wail umil the CLECs reached consensus with each olher aDd with

Pacific, on all issues, most releases would be delayed significantlY while dispmes lie

resolved. revisited, remgued, and so on- Because it is the n.ECs who are charged with

mDkiDg 1he necessary interfaces available on a timely basis. DOt lbe CLECs. it is the

ILEes who JnQSl have final comrol over bow and when development begiDs and

implementation Takes place.

Moreover, as ex.p1aiJJed above, certain CLECs have~ demoosttated that

they will attempt to delay the implemenwion ofIleW rclca!es for lheir own ~If-interests

when their own systems are not ready, even tbougb other CLECs are ready and ptepa&ed

10 avail tbmIselves oflbe improved systemS. The ability ofa particular nEe to bold up

a release wben other CLECs are ready is DOt good for competition, aDd should DOl be

CODdoned by the Commission.

3. Tuling and Capacity

Q. 11ller/ace Temng

Pacific's approach to testing. as stated in its opeuiDg comments. is reasonable. If

other carriers want to test wilh pacific:. they have that opponunity. Ifother c:arrieIS want

to leSt wilh Pacific prior to implementation. bUI their systems= DOt ready, Pacific

provides them an opponunity to participate in a uial wi1h Pacific after implemenPition.

AT&T's approach is unreasonable becauge it requires Pacific to withhold the

implementation ofan interface until carrier-to-can'ier testing bas been conducted.

presumably with each interested CLEC. (AT&T's COIDIDCUtS. p. 17.) UndeNhis

approach. one CLEClhat is not ready to test would have the ability to delay the

implementation ofan interface that other CL£Cs are ready to use. Apparently•AT&T

expounds this approach because it has lagged behind on 1eSting for certain inletfaces and

systems. However. as MCI suggests.. CLECs that are ready for implementation should

not have to wait around for those that are not. (Mel's Commenrs. p. 27.)

AT&1"s approach is also unreasoaable bec8Uge it attempts to give the CLECs

veto power over the implementation process by requiring that leSting be completed to the

satisfaction ofthe CLEC before implemenwion can begin. Again. it is lhe lLECs, not

the CLECs. who are charged with the obligation ofmaking the neC6S8lY interfaces
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a\'liJable for all CLECs. AccordiDgly, the ILECs recaiD comrol over the timing of

implemeDtaUOII, and one CLEC canuot be allowed to delay lhe emire process when it is

not ready, or ostensibly DOt satisfied with its testing.

b. Capaciry

Pacific ~iterates that the Commission's proposal is ambiguous in that it does no1

define or explain how ""reasonably expecred dcmimds" shall be detern1iDed. The CLECs

must be requirecl to cooperate in the development of"'JeasonaNy expee:teel dammds" by

providing timely and accurate forecasts to the U-ECs. CenaipIy, in their normal course of

bnsiaess, lhe CLECs aheady prepare and rely on deCailed forccats so that they can

manage and deploy mm own resources appropriately. Thus, it would impose no added

burden on tile CLECs to require 1hc:m 10 share 1bat infonnation with the !LEes. The

CLEes' general unwillingness to do so to date has been iaexcusable.

Appeadix B Issues

The 1I8lUral swting point for the interim perfmmancc measures should be lhe

measures proposed by Pacific in Appendix B ofits opening comments. Those measures

are based largely on the m.eBSW'eS that are beiDg developed with the Deplmment of

Justice, and on measures contained in interconnection agrcc:ments with AT&T and Mel

in Texas through mediation, and with AT&T in Missouri by agreement.

Because the measures proposed by Pacific are a prodUCt oflhe give-and-take

process ofnegotiations and arbitrations, they are presumptively fairer and more

reasonable than lhe measures proposed by the LCUG. As the Fedefal Communications

Commission recently stated in its Ameritecl1-Michipn order, "'specific perfonnauce

measures adopted by a stale commission in an arbimuion decision [are] more persuasive

evidence ofcommercial reasonableness than a standard unilaterally adopted" by one pany

outside the context ofan intereonnccUon~ (See. ~plicQ1ton ofAmerilech

Michigan 10 Provide In-Region.lnrerUTA Services. CC Docket 97-137, Memorandum

tUUiOpin;an. FCC 97-298, released August 19. 1997, para. 141.)

Contrary to the impression conveyed by its name. the LeUQ is not au impartial.

nationally-recognized ..standards body." It consists of five long-distance carriers. aU of
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wbich have strang self-interests in this :proceediag c:onrrary to Pacific's. The LCUa

measures were unilatera1ly pepared by the kmg..ctisranc:e carriers wilbom any inplU fiom

Pacific. and wUbout any review by any relewm govemiDg body. As far as we are aware.

the LCUG mnsmes have not been approved by lIllY swc commission, or been adopted in

any iDterCODnCCtion agreement willi lIlY lLEe in any state.

The measures proposed by Pacific, in c:ou1l'8St, ret1ecl1be faimess aDd appropriate

ballDriDg that: results fum ucgolialioDs and atbitrations between panies having adverse

intaests. In addition. the JneaStImi pmposed by Pacific closely mirrordiose being

developed with me DOJ, wbicb ageocy bas been confm'ed with substantial defermce.
under the Telecommunicauious Act for purposes ofevaJuatiDg 271 appJicadons.

The purpose ofdeveloping pediot1U8m:e~with the 001 is to establish a

set ofmeasures that will allow the DOl to evaluate, for 271 purposes. wbctber ILECs are

satisfying their obliption to provide uonc:tisc:riIDi ICcess to lbeir OpaaDOUS support

systems, one ofthe principal reasoos the Commissioo iDstiluted lhis proceediDg. (OSS

0nJcr. p. 6.) The measures substlDtially take into account the DOl's evaluatiou ofaDd

commentS au Ameri=h's Michigan filing and Soudlweslem Bell's Oklahoma filing fOT

interLATA -wroval. under sectiOD 271 of the Act.'

Moreover, the measures proposed by Pacific. which are far broader and more

comprebeDsive 1baD those set fonh in any ofPacmc'sjmerconnecUoD agreemenTS,

contain many oftbe same measurements contained in the LCUG measures. The LCUG

measures 1\Ie divided into eight categories: Pre-Ordering, Ordering and Provisioning,

MaimeIumce and Repair. General, Billing, Operator Services and Directory AssiSWICe.

Network Petformance, and lmerconnectlUnbUDdled ElemeJUS and CombinatioDS. Pacific

comments on each ofthese categories below.

With respea to "'Pre'()rdering,.. Pacific currently provides access to pre--ordering

functions via CLEO. In Mat:ch 1998, Pacific wiU add Wee med1ods: Starwriter.--- ---- ...
Datl8ate and Vcripte. Pacific has agreed to proVide the average response time for aU of

these interfaces in its proposed measures. However, Pacific cannot pmcucably report this

infonrwiou by carrier. Moreover, if two functions within an in1Clface both access the

I The pcoposc4 mcaslU"eS en being dc~lopcd by lht sac canlplllics in c:oqjwJc:lian whh the DOl.
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same system,~ response limes would be the same for each funcQon. Because Oaragaue

and Verigate access dae sane "back office" systems. aVCIlge response time will be

n:poned accordiDg to the path a particular request takes for those intez'fKes.

With respect to o.ordering aDd Provisioning." Pacific bas agreed to provide most

ofwhat is contained in Ihe LCUG measures. III discussions wilh 1be DOJ, the SBC

Compll1ies bave agreed to provide average installarion interval. percea.t orders iQstaUed

wilbin the SUlDdanl interval, perccm missecl due dales due to oompany teaSOus, perce:r4

COIIIpIUIy missed due dates due to Jack offaciIi~perc=t inslalIatiOll mpons wi1biIl30

days. pcn:c:nt mechanized rejecrs. pcrccut mecharlizcd rejectS retumed witbin one bour of

lhe start oftbe balch process, percent firm Older roofiJmllions (FOCs) returQc:d within 24

hours. service order accuracy. provisioniDg acc:uracy aDd percem order process flow

through. There lin! two measuremems Pacific bas not agreed. to provide: mauljeopardy

imetval aml percent jeopardies retumed. In SBC negoliaUons with CLECs. aD panics

have agreed, for practical and ecOllOlllic mssoDS. that these two measurements would QOl

be provided umil such time that the jeopardy process is mecban i7J"Cl.

In Rgard to "Majmeunce and kpair." Pacific bas agreed to provide all the:

mcasmementS listed in the LCUO measures- In Iddilion, Pacific will provide percentout

ofservice less 1:ban 24 hours. as has been discussed with lise DOJ.

The "General" categOry of the LCUG jproposal has tbn!e mea5Qn:s: percCUt

system availabilitY, mean time to answer caU~ and call abandonment rate- P~fic will

provide sysrcm availability measurement! for all existing izlterfaces, plus additicmal

inlCrCaces as they become available. Average speed ofBDswer will be provided for both

the Local Service Cemer and the Local Operation Center. The LCUG proposes tracking

call abandonment rate. presumably to determine whether calls are abandoned because the

wait is too loni. Call abandonment rate is highly correlated wilh average speed ofanswer

(ASA); the higher the ASA, the higher the callabandonmeut rate. However, call

abandonment me may be misleading. because it assumes all abandoDS are due to the

length oflime waiting in queue. In fact. rhefe may be many reasons why a CLEC

chooses to hang up before a service represenWive answers the call. Thus. it makes more
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sense 10 simply uaek ASA aDd obtain the zelevant iDfonna1ion diIectly, rad1er than

1J1M".kjng call abandomnent rate and Ielying 011 assumplions that may be erroneoUS.

Wnb respec:1: to "'Billing," Pacific: has agreed 10 provide measurements for

timeliness, accuracy, aDd completelaS ofbilling to lbe eLEeS. In geueral, Paafic's

proposed measmes are similar '10 tbe LCUa propose4 measures. The first category of

billing measures in me LCUG is Timeliness ofBilliDg Record Delivery for Usage IIJd

lnvoiccs. Pacific's Tmaeliness ofUSIIge Delivery measure addresses the Leuo's Usage

measure with the foIlowilag key differences. Pacific's measure uses lhe time wben the

usage recoRIs 1ft' made: available to the CLECs, and not when me data is "'sqa:essfUUy

1IanSInitted," on me theory dial the cues are mpomiblefor ,.,mllling lhe daiU.

Pacific does DOt limit when the CLEC can mrieve the chua once it is made awilab~ BDd

lbus should not be held accountable for wbea the data is reniewd by the CLEC. In

addition, the LCUG uses the uuit ofIQeaSUJ:e as hours. instead ofdays; the latter is far

more rcascmablc, both from a praetical and a bist.orical perspective. As a pniCUcaI maner,

because the information is delivered on adaily usqge feed, measuring tbis pcrfonnaDce in

units oftime 1bat are less IbIm a day (e.g., hours) does DOt make sense. From a historical

penpective. this performance is generally IDCaSUI'ed in days in Pacific's intereonnection

agreements. The LCUG also speaks to alternately billed.USIgC, i.e. bill·to--1:hiId psn)',

collect, etc. Pacific bas a strong objecUon to including this usage in its measure since

Pacific bas minimal control over timeliness. Pacific's Billing Tuneliness measure

addresses the LeliO's "Invoices" measure. but in a more relevant and complete manner.

The LeUO speaks to the lime1iness of individual invoice delivery. Pacific scuds all their

invoices for a panicular bill aI one time, in a batch. so time1iDess ofindividual invoices is

meaningless. In addition to timeliness of invoices, Pacific includes all bill types as well,

e.g. paper. EDL etc. Lastly. LCUG uses "scheduled close ofbiJ1 cycle" as the $UU1 time.

where Pacific assens lIu\t the most c1irect measurable poinl to begin is the "bill date."

Rarely is there a ditference; however, the lauer is more easily es1Bblisbed and traekable.

The second caresory ofbilling measures in the Leua is "Accuracy ofBjJ1ing

Records." This category again incorporates Usage and Invoices, but combines accuracy

in term! ofcompleteneSs and fonnatting. Pacitk separates out content accuntCY by

9
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reponing billing accuracyt which will be measured by performing abill audit O!l a

statistically valid smnple ofbiUs across wholesale (i.'-t unbundled netWOrk elemems aud

resale) and retail operatioDs. 1be sample will mclude specific billing CODditions unique

for each ofthe operaUcms. (Please note: This process is still lIIUlc:r developmau.

bowevert as il suppons measure #9 in Appcudix D.) Completaicss ofbilliPg will be

measured by SlDplius orders for services that appear on a bill mul calc:ul1Uing the

perceurage ofthose that are on the DOI1'CCt bill from a time SlIDdpo~ ie., lie DOt

delayed. And lastly, formauiDg aecuracy is addressed in two measures; accuracy ofbill

delivery and acc:uracy ofusagc delivery (which will have to be made by die CLEC and..
reponed bade to Pacific). They measure the pcrcemase oflJICCbanically~erred

m:otds which pass format edits UDique to the industry samdard fmmalS for EDI aDd

EMR, for example.

Pacific's measures for "Operator Services and Directory Assistance" are similar to

the LCUG measures. Due to the serving maugemem. the CLECs and Pacific are served

using the same nc:tWmk. cnsuriDg that all customers are scrvecl in parity. In fact. lbere is

no practicable way to gather results separately for eLEe and Pacific. TheIefo~ these

measurementS should be reponed on an aggregate basis. In addilion., the calculation for

grade ofservice differs somewhat in thin. inslead ofusing percentage of total calls

answered within 10 seconds. the measure being manqed to at this time is percentage of

Y:l hOUlS answered within "x" seconds. with 12 seconds applicable lO OA, and 10 seconds

10 OS. Agltin. this is a teehnicallimitation associated with the switch.

Pacific has strong objections to the measurements in the section entitled "Network

Perfo~'" The intent of this measurement is to measure the transmission quality of

the loops (SUb9Criber loop loss, signallO noise ratio. idle channel circuit lJOise, loop

circuit balance, cin:uit notched noise. and auenuation diStortion). as weD as Jileasuring Jhe

speed off;:onnec'tion (dial lone delay. post di2U delay, and call completion delivery rate).

These measumnems reflect engineering standafds or guidelines. At the time a circuit,

loop, or switch i~ designed or engineered. it is engineered to meet certain specifications.

This process occurs for both CLEC custOmers as well as Pacific's custOmers. The

process enmres lhat parity necessarily exists for netWOrk performance. In order to
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measure what is required by the LCUG, a SUIlisncaUy valid SlQlple would be~

tiom each CLEC ancl Pacific by market area. It was suggested in the AT&T and MCI

arbiuatioDs in Texas that, on performance IDCaSlII'eIIIaJIS. an appropriate sample might be

a maximum of 1.000 lines from ead1 CLEC and South~ Bell for each market~

to be sampled ud n:poncd on a quarterly basis. If, for illUS1lildve purposes,~ ISSLIIDe

comervatively that SO CLECs will be providiDg local service in California, tbis would

equarc to 204.000 observatiODS quarterly (50 CLEes + Pacific -- 51 • 1000 observations •

411Udet areas). These tests would require Pacitic to dispatcb a udmician to the

customer premise as well as bave a udmician available in tbe cealral office in order to

perform the requested testS. Pacific only CODdUC$ this Iype OfrestiDI at the lime the

service is iDsWled. and only ifa ttouble is reporred by* customer. ClearlyI Pacific

does I10l have the resources to perform lbis lype oftesCiDg in order to simply provide a

measun:mem ofan ""'upstream" process wh= there is no iDdieation a problem exists.

Moreover, if lack ofparity wa-e to exist wilh mpect to uetWmk performance., it would. .

maDifest itselfin other measures. for example. trouble reports. Thus, it would be

discovered through the measures proposed by Pacific, and dadt with acconliDgIy.

The fiDal category ofmeasures ill the LCUG document is ..IntuccmneetioDl

Unbundled Elements and Combinations." The measures in this category Idlect lhe

availabilitY and accuracy ofWnabases suc:h as AlN. LIDS and 800 Dumlier. These

databases are deployed on service con1l'01 points (SCPs) and integrated servi~ control

points (ISCPs). The measures requeSled are percentage ofdatabases receiving a

response. percemage ofdatabase queries experiencing time outs, percentage ofdatabase

responses with invalid responses, mean time for database quay. mean time for database

updales. and mean post dial delay (POD) for calls routed to CLEC OSIDA. Pacific and

the CLECs access Ihese databases via the Signaling System 7 (SS7) netWOrk- Since

access to the network will necessarily be on a nondiscriminalory basis, the CLECs and

Pacific will necessarily experience me same levels ofservice. Cummtly. Pacific does DOt

collect or use the measures requested except in irmances oftrouble isolation- There is no

mechaDized collection process in place. Since parity is ensured by the design of the
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network, lbese measures will only add expensive and 1nudemome reponing requircmcuIs

to 1be n.ECs.

In sum. the measures proposed by Pacific should be the natural starting point for

any development ofperformance measures in this docket. It would be grossly UDfAir and

iDefficiem to adopt or even start with measures. such as the LCUG's, that were

unilaterally developed by sclf-iDlCrCStCd plltics with no input ftom parties having any

Qlterests IIdvase 10 the LeVG members, and which have DDI been adopted anywhere.

Moreover, it would be a terrible waste ofresources TO duplicate the significant e1fons 1hat

have been made in uegOlialiag 8Dd arbimuing intercoDnec:Uon agreaDeIltS with me
CLECs, asul in deveJopiDg~ with the OOJ.

Iss_ 2: COlt Rftovery

In d1eir opening commerus. various parties suggested tbat Pqcjfic should incur the

costs ofmonitoring d1e quality ofits ass perfcmnall':e. As stated in Pacific's opeuing

COJlImCDts. Pacific agrees with that approach- All carriers should be ICSpDDSible for

ensuriDg that local competilion exists. Pan ofthat responsibility includes taking the

necessary steps to ensure duu operaUons are fimctioniQg at the appropriate levels.

Insdnning and monitoring pcrfonnancc measures is a reasonable med10d in which lO

eJlSlR that parity ofsc:mce is being provided by Pacific to the CU~Cs. However, Pacific

strongly disagrees that it should incur lhe costS of in!tituting and monitoring various ser~·

ofperformance measures, particularly where tht panics demanding different measures

have already agreed. in other formns, 10 uasures on which Pacific's measures in this

proceeding are based. AccordinglyJ Pacific requests that the Commission establish a

cost-recovery mechanism to compensate Pacific for measuring any new pedonnance

measures duu Pacific will IIOt already be monitoring as part ofany interconnection

agreement, or as pan ofits reporting to the DOl.
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Is..3: Fadlitia-BaHd COlapetiton

Pacific's proposed measurcmems CDSUre that facilities-based. compeli1OrS will

have a meaningful oppommily to compete in the local market. For this reason. Pacific \ *"
opposes the additional measures proposed by or on behalfoftile facili1ies-bIse camers.

Nevcnbeless, Pacific is wiJliDg to ncgotiare additioual ra:ipIocal pcrforma1Ice measures

with the facilities-based competitors, to the extent tbM such carriers believe DIC8SUIes are

uecessary aud appopriate for 911 aDd direc&ory auisamce databases.

The measures suggested by die tici1ities-based co.lilian for E911 fiD:lions

appear reasonable. except for the measures on "selective murer updates.. and ...AU

database~.n In dae two im1ances. Pacific suggcsrs several a4iQS'II:PaUS. The

accepted measures should be 24-48 business hours (3-6 business days). In addition, the

Master S1m!t~Guide (MSAG is admblse that iDcoIporat&!s~ IiId address

information provided to the ILEC by eadl county) is cuntDt1y provided to CLECs on

CD-Rom wilbin 72 hours ofrequest (the limefnlme ordered by the State ofcaIifomia in

the Local Competition decision). Pacific follows 1he parameters within its tariffin

providing the n!levant information wilhin the above noted timeframes.

Cenain other measures proposed for the facilities-based CLECs are not workable

or practicable. Pacific responds to lbese measures, as follows:

Average Service Loss for JnboIInd Calls. Pacific uses a flow
through process to provision interim number ponabiUty ("JNP") on lite
due date. provided a due time is established by lbe CLEC on the original
service request. The service will automatically be provisioned at that due
time (Of within a few minUICS ofthe 4ue time) witboul human
interVcnlion. Service orders for INP will be provisioned in the central
office switch. in a nondiscrimiuaIoly manner. together with all other
tloWlbrougb orders (wholesale aDd retail) tbal bave a similar due lime. If
no due time is provided by me CLEC.INP will be provisioned SDme,Ume
a1ier 12 midnighl aDd before Sam on the due date. as put ofnormal batch
proeCS9ing ofall service orders wilhoUl specific due times.

If the ClEC provides a due time on the order. then the tlowduougb
provisioning process will be invoked and the INP service will be
provisioned III dle due lime wilh no more delay than any other service
orders that are to be automatically processed at tba1 time.

13
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The proposed mearic would JCCluUe the~t ofthe time
interVal belween the due lime and the time wilen tmnsIatiODS~ processed
in the switchiDI macbine. Because there is 110 automated way to
asaimilate this iDformation. d1is data could only be pd1ered mel
agregat.ed mann'lly, requiring aD onIer-by-order review. Because d1ese
orders are necessarily pucessed in parity with all service orders tbal~
alIIrmwic:ally provisioned (bolh mrai1 lind !'C!SI1e), me 1I'CIIIe'Ildous burden
in manually c:ompUiDg the DeCessazy data does DOt juslify the measure.

PercDII Mimd Culovu Dales tmd n-.r. AssessiDg missed due
times preseurs the same problem as dcsc:ribecI for Ibc "SeMce Loss" '
masure. It I1so would require an overly~ IIUIDUII process. In
addi'don. on all service proviskmiag, ac:dvities do IIOt occurprecisely at
tbe cut tiID&t. but widIiD a few miDures toleraDce window. The proposed
measure umeasonably allows for QO lOlCPQlCe. 1bcIdbrc. auy cut
occmring evm ODe minute past the due lime would be counted as It miss.

Pacific bas I1reaQy~ to measuriDa Perea Missed
AppOiD1meau (Due Dates), whlcb will provide The reJev8DI iDformatiOll
for detenniDing wbt:rher CLECs are receiving service It parity.

Operator SentceJlDireCioryJfniftanc,. For both operator
assistance ("OAj aDd directory assistaucc: services C"DA"), Pacific bas
01fcml1O measure grade ofservice and average speed ofanswer. and to
rqxKt maeresults as an aggregate for Pacific and CLECs. Mean hold
tinle aJJd~e work time would be meaniUgless measures for DA, as
the operator bas DO way to distinguish an lLEe cusroll1Cr from a CLEC
customer. As a result, parit.y is ensured. For the same JaSOns. aVerage
work time can only be mcasuml on an aggregate basis.

Although it is technically feasible to identify nEe~ for
OA service, the proccxlures used by opeJ81OlS to provide Ibis service are
identical for aU C11!tOW:rS. Moreover, there is IW incentive, fiDancial or
otherwise. to haDdle c:ustOmers ditfemllly. In fact. to baDdle one group of
customers inefticieDtly would drive UIU1tCeSSIII)' expense into the process.

Call Abando"",em This is an inDappropriate IDCISUl'! because a
customer can abandon an attempt 10 conTaCl OA or DA for any number of
reasons. The appropriate Dleasures are grade ofservice and average speed
ofa:DSWa', which will ensure lhal all CUSlOme1'S wishing 10 reach OA or
DA will be able to do so in a timely manner.

14
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Coli Blockage. OA mel DA ll'UDks an: MiIable for all ttaftic
wbedJer it origjnIIes with aCLEC or 1i'om die ILEC. Access is DOD

cIiscrimiJuUoIy. In the case where a fiIc:illiies-bu CLEC comracts for
staDd alone OA aadlor DA from Pacifi~ pmdIaing the apptopriate .
number oftruDks is the CLEC's responsibility.

Code ()poIIng-NXXLoadedand T~,'edPrior to !ERG J;ffeC1tVe
Dale. '!be process far opening cue codes wi1biD _ Plcific netWOrk is
essentially me same as for opening • new code for PIcific, ad is1berebe
ncmdiscriminatory. There is 110 iDccativc to disc:rimiDIrc against my
CLECs when opening their NXX codes, siace fiiJure to do SO may~
BeaeraJe troUble P!pDItS to Pacific. Ifour own CQ5IDIDa'S CIDDOt reach
CLEC ew:tnmrTs because the CLEC code WIS QOt opeaed, lhey will be
dissatisfied and 1W:1y R]JOn lbeir complaints to Pacific repair.

Code OpenUrg-MlTR For NXXTrtJIIblu. Pacific: bas oft"ered to
measure ra:eipt to clear d1nQoa fur all CLEC troUbles. To t:ry aud
cfitferm1iar,e IIlIhe 1eveI ofa c.ode-openius problem would be auemely
burdensome aud would require rigorous manual uadcing.

Juur 4: Perfol'llWlee S1aDdanb

As stated in Pacific'5 opening cmnments, the law requiresparity. Acc:orctingly,

where analogous types ofservices exist OIl the mail side, me aWioprlate measure should

be a simple comparison between the level ofservice that Pacific provides to ilgelfand

llun which it provides to 1he CLECs.~ .tlIIdtvds, in COD1DSl, impose an ,

....arbitrary level ofperformance thai may have no basis in perity. Pacific could be in

compliance with the standard. yet not be providing parity ofservice to lhe nECs. (For

example. Pacific could be providing service to the CLECs within the staDdard im.erval,

yet be providing much better service to irself.) Likewise. Pacific could be deemed to be

out ofcompliance wim the standard, even where it is providiDs parity ofservice to the

CLECs.. (For example. Pacific could be providing service to the CLECs oUlSide the

SlIDdard interVal. yet be providing lhe exact same level ofservice 10 itself.)

Certain CLECs. such as AT&T, agRe wilh me comparative measme approach.

(AT&T Comments, p. 8.) In contrasl, other carriers. such as Mel. have suggmed

performance sumdards thal are not based on lilly valid statistical data. Pacific strongly

urges the Commission not to adopt any perf'OI1IUU1ce srandards whae 8D8Iogous retail

IS
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witholn substantial evidence in the record to support the proposed standard.
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Issue 5: No Maadated Interfaces

Iu their opeaing conuuems. DO patties have~ tbat tbe Jaw JequUes

Padfic to implement any panicular ass interfaces, ludeed" me FCC has CXJKSSly stalC!d

that me !LECS life DOt required "to follow aprescribed approach in providiDg access to

ass fimctiODS.~· (Application of4meritech Michigan to Provide In-Region. IlIlerUTA

Services. CC Docket 97-137, MemorantlJIm and Opimon. FCC 97·298. released August-19,1997. pn. J35.) The ILEes' obligation is simply to provide access duuwill allow

the CLECs to petfoma ess functions in "substantially the same time ad marmer as me
incumbent performs dill filnction for itsel£.. (Id.)

Pacific: is providing ICcess 1'0 its ass 1Uncti0lJS through barb a gateway and

duough various othermeans. As explained earlier. me nEes will be provided, in

March 1998. access to additional pre.ordering aDd ordering functions that will allow 1beit

representatives to perform such funcrions in subslanrially the S8DJt 1D1IJDeJ" as Pacific's

own servU:e represenfati"es. In addition. Pacific will c:outinue to build and add iDtcrfaces

in compliance with the aational indusuy guideliDes. as they are established. and where

commercially practicable. so that CLECs czm continue to build their own customi2ed

corresponding imerfaces to interact with our systems.2

Issue 6: No Maudated Aeens To Legacy Systems ADd Upp-adn

for me reasons swed in our openUJg comments. the Commission~d BOt

mandate dim:t access 10. or require upgrades 10, the ILECs' legacygy~ (See, alJo.
r .

GTEC's Opening Comments. pp. 14-17.) TheA~ and the FCC rules promulgaued

thereunder. simply requiTe that the CUCs be provided equivalent access to the oss
fimcl;OTU andprocejjej that the !LECs provide to themselves. (.ApplicQl;<m 0/------ ---..

3 In~ to a request made in me put by Time Warner, IISkin& diuPIcitk UlIIk availlbJe 10 the
sm.uer c:uncrs a' less cosd)' a1Tanm\'e 10 applialriOlHO-lpPlicalioa iIrcerfiIcipg. Pleific:..PC-~ t

1
&ca$S via a modem ll".ilabk 10 the cues CUQlI cost MSDa$. TIlDe Wamer now asks _ hdfic be \ ..
required 10 pro,,~ PC-based access "I.modem 011 ,,011"'"_is. lbi5 rapICSI is 1IDmISaIIabk, PKiftc; ~
should not br ~ulTCd II) incurm~ ClECs' COSIS ofoperating dteir o\lln business.
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~rilech Michigtl1J 10 Prtwlde In-Region, InlerLf.TA Services. CC Docket 97-137,

MlmorQlll/um and 0pinlQ1t FCC 97-298. released August 19, 1997, pIItIS. 129-137.)

They are not entl1Ied as a JDlmeI' ofright lD direct acc:ess to the ILECs legacy systems.

Moreover, as snuedabo~ in March 1998. Pacific will provide the CLECs with direct

access to SORD aDd Srarwritet, access to Da1agate. Veripfe aDd. LEX. and access to an

EDI order-writing intctface for both resale and lINEs. 1bese additioDll forms ofaccess

will provide the CLECs' represc:atatives wilb lbe ability to perform all pre-ordering and

Otdering fimctions iJJ. substantially the same manner as Pacific's scrvite lCptCSClltativeS.

"ae1: GTEC Perforaaaaft Meaara

For the reasons swecl in ncarly all commePtOIS' opening COJnln'!Dts, GTEC

should be held to the 5IIIDC performance measures as Pacific.

&sat 8: Capacity Fonasa

Pacific lIDCIema:nds welllbat lbe ColDDIissiou is "'mo$t concemed with Pacific's

capacity to pmeess the service orders received from the CLECs." (OSS Order. p. 8.)

AT&:T complains, however. that Pacific has not provided accunue capacity fon:casts, or

that it bas failed to pro\tide forecasts altogether. (~e, e.g., AT&T's Com",enl~, p. 39.)

That assertion is false. Pacific provided capacity forecasts to the CLECs, including

AT&:T. during the resale complaint cases earlier this year. Pacific's foreca$l has been

reasonably accume. although it bas remai~ unteSted since the CLECs ate not

generating sufficiem orders to lest the limit. hcific has bad excess capacity for several

months. It estimates that it CID process over 5,000 orders per day, while the CLECs are

submitting only around 3.000 orders per day.

Pacific's order-processing capacity has improved steIIdily throughout the year. At

the time that the record closed in the resale compJahu cases in May. Pacific was 1

processing about 1.400 on1en per day.Dr caD now process~ver three times that amount.:J Ct:LtfJJ, 
~ CLECs in comrast have recently receded from me local~ As press reports k
illdi<are, Mel lIpJlllJeIlIIy grossly~ me C05IS~ with <IIlt'liua !be ~
local market. aDd suffered subsumtiallosses by offering a fllUr service to custoII1erS

. 17 ~
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for both locallDd locallDll calls. In addiriOD. MCl's merger with WorldCom suggestS

that Mel may continue to move away from me local residential market. and focus on

business customerS.3 AT&T) for its pan, has been unable to keep up with Pacific and

odler CLEes with rcspc:ct to systems development. AT&T~ that Pacific

imp)e=nl by April 1997 an EDl PleWBY for maintenanee cmcl repair. which Pacmc diel,

but AT&T bas DOt been able to test the interfilce, possibly due 10 lack ofresources.4

FurtbeI. as Mel indirec1Iy suggests in its opening eomments, AT&T hckl up the xlease

ofPacific's aMI 5.9 fJowtbrough earlier this yar wben MCl, Sprint and Genesis were

ready for implemelL1BUan. (Mel's Comments, p. 27.)

Pacific supports the Commission's request for capaeity foI=Ists.' However. 1be

COPmli81ion mUSl DOt overlook me other side ofme equadon. Pacific SU"ODgly urges lbe

Commission to iuVcstigale the CLECs' plans to enter the localllUU'tet aM the CLECs'

own penOlllUlDCC levels. Clearly. the CLECs' ability to process dIeir own orcler.s ill a

timely and accurate manner will have a~uuJ*l on their ability to compete

effectively in1he local market. Likewise. the CLEes' apparent lack of interest in lhe

local residemial market will also have a direct impact on the~ at which they penetrate

the local market particularly since those orders would be far simpler for Pacific: aDd the

CLEes to process compated to the more complex orders associated with the business

customers beipg targeted by the CLECs.

In supponing the Commission's request for capacity forecasts. Pacific reiterates

i1S need for detailed foIttaSls from the eLEes. M retlecled in the intercotmeetion

agreeznents between Pacific and the CLECs, ICCUQte forecasts from the CLECs are vital

to Pacific's ability to manage and deploy its resource! efticiently ancl effectively.

Underforecastingjeopardi2es Pacific's ability to meet its performance: commiunents to

me CLECs. Overforecasting causes Pacific to dedicate excess capital and resources that

l PIriler. Mel still suffers from a bip enaf rIIIC on US stlvlCC orders. wilD bas DQI~ecl siJu:e me
IiIar oflbe resale complaint c:ucs, and wludJ subsaamially w:ccds • arar~ ofIDDSJ odJcr CLECs.
4 Pms repons iDd~~ thaI AT"T is under II lWC>-yeJST COR ClUQng plan. dlU'illg which iI will b'irn
$2.6 bUb in COllI and ")'Off 17.000 employtes.
~ PacifIC ubJcttS Ie) dte II&'QII'e of foreQSling rcc:cmunencsect b) AT&.T. Pacific; c:aIUIOI prcdic:J bOw many
~will be rejected per day or how PlUy cancclll:bow1edplent5 will be iSSued per clay. Due 10 me
wpr1eS inhemn in dle~ such IS \llU')'ing error~ and \fll'Yina prodUcJ mixes. PKJfic: can unly
~ Ihe lOW nansactJon \lohame the a S)SlCQl or prQCe& can Mi\dlc mlhe~8Ik.
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are left stranded OJ' UDderutiIi7.ed. Lack offorecasts (as bas geuerally been the case)

leaves Pacific: guessing as to bowto allocate its resources. The CommissioQ should

mandate the CLECs to pmvide detailed fom:asts so that Pac:ific can lIJanagc its resources

effectively.

lllae 9: Peaaldes

Pacific's proposed pcully scheme is reasouablc and fair. II penali7Je' PllCitic for

suhstlDdant pcrfulllllDce, yet rewanb Pacific for proviclius die CLEes with better

service than Pad1k provides to i1gel1: Under Pacific's peualty sdJamel' Pacific is

"credited" when the level ofservice provided to the CLECs clmmg the relevant period

exceeds the level Pacific experiences on its mail side. In CODU'aSl, the CLECs' proposed

schemes puuish Pacific: any time its level ofservice drops below puily, even'ifPacific

has been providiug beua' service to the CLECs for the pasl several periods. As a tl!SUIt.

Pacific is punished solely as a result of the arbitrarily-set 1q1h ofthe relCVlDt

measurement period, rather than fairly taking into considera1ion Pacitic's overall

performance during all other periods.. The penalty/reward System proposed by Pacific

bas been incorporated into the interCOlUlCCtion agreements ofAT&T auuI Mel in Texas;

and AT&T in Missouri.

Most imporwn. the CoDJJnission should bear in mind that the greatest incentive at

stake for Pacific is gaining approval for entry imo dx long..ctisrance market. As me

CommissioQ bas stated. the measurements established by the Commission in this

proceeding will aid the Commission in evaJuaUng Pacific's 271 application. While

Pacific bas proposed additional monetarY penalties. the Commission mould bear in mind.

in determining the appsopriale level ofpenalties. thaI Pacific has a tremendous amount of

incentive at stake with respect 10 its 271 application. Accordiugly. Pacific SlIOngly urges

the Commission to reject the chaconian penalties suggested by certain CLECs. In

particular. the C()mmissioD should reject the CLECs' proposal that any penalties

• For eQIDplc. ifPKific prD\'ides smite to the CLECs &I bdIer -1*iIY for six mallbl mom:hs, IIl4
'Chen fiIIJas on IbC snClllb, PIIcific pIS p*IiKd WIder~CLEes' peaa1ly prvposaJs. even 1boaah Pacific
potUly provided bc:Q'er 5a'Y1Ce to The CUCs~ dial cndre~ca IIIGIUb period. Pacific: W01IId be
pcnaIiad solely IS • re5IIb ofdlt artti1raJ) dcc:JsiClllO c:boose oae mom:b U _ masurancAl ptriod. In
COOInISt, Paclfac's "Cftdif' system would balance out pcrfonpance over qme, IDIIkb1g k. fairer S)51em

19



JAN-31-98 16:56 FROHick Sliby + T-22T P.23/23 F-654

cstabJisbed in die poceeding be cumularlve to, or ill addmOD to. any penalties c:onrained

in the intclCOnllCCtion agreements between the CLECs and Pacific:. The penalties and

perfonnance meI.S11RS established here should supersede those contained within the

inu=oDDCCtion agreementS. Any other resull would be unjust and unfair for Pacific.

which is alr=dy agreeing 10 expand dtamatica11y the DWDber ofmeasures that it zepons.

FiDa1Iy. the peaalQCS adoplcd by the Commission should DOt apply cluriDg the fust

90 days 1bat service is provided to any panicu1lr canicr. DuriDg 1he ini1ial9O-day period.

Pacific has found that J1UIDel'C)US anomalies arise that potentially skew the data in ODe

din:cUoD or me cnber.

ProcedurallllUei

Cenain pardes have suggestecl holdiug worksbops. or possibly even moze

formali7.ed proceedings. Pacific snongly opposes my delay in me adoption of

performance measures. The measures proposed by Pacific will provide 8IDple means for

the Commission 10 monitor and evalwne Pacific's pro"isiODiPg ofass access to the

CLECs. The measures are comprehensive and exhaustive, aDd provide an effective gauge

for determining whether Pacific is providing resold services at parity to the CLECs.. and

providing the CLECs with a meaningful opponunity to compete using 1.D1bund1ed

network elements.

Respeafully submiued.

PA~~#r
>j;,)-v

=T~'ti~O-~WJN~IN:::--=G=ER=---------

140 New Momgomer)' Street. Rm. 1322
San Francisco. California 9410S
(415) 545-9422

Its Attomey

Date: December 11. 1997
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Resale Service Issues

• ICG has experienced an incident where Pacific Bell changed an ICG
business local exchange resale customer from ICG back to Pacific Bell
without the customer ever requesting to go back to Pacific Bell.
Additionally, Pacific Bell never had a Letter of Agency authorizing such
changes. In fact, Pacific Bell attempted to keep the customer on Pacific
Bell local exchange service by crediting the customer's Pacific Bell
account all non-recurring charges associated with the change back to
Pacific Bell business line service. In order to return the customer to ICG,
and after obtaining a letter from the customer (attached), ICG was forced
to escalate the incident to senior executive Pacific Bell management as
well as re-execute Automated Service Requests. Further more, Pacific
Bell improperly reassessed to ICG non-recurring change over charges
associated with returning the customer to its carrier of choice, ICG, in
which case ICG had to fight Pacific Bell to have the second set of non
recurring charges removed.

Documentation: Tab 4 - Customer letter from Sheet Metal
Workers International Association.

• Pacific Bell frequently looses all local exchange service when migrating
customers from Pacific Bell to ICG. Generally, service outage times
average from four hours to 24 + hours.

Documentation: Tab 5 - Customer letter from AAA Flag &
Banner Manufacturing Company Incorporated.

• Pacific Bell's poor ass and L1SC service cause CLC end-user customers
to form a poor image of CLCs when reselling Pacific Bell loops. In fact,
Sprint has filed an Advice Letter with the CPUC requesting to
"grandfather" Pacific Bell resold local residential services.

Documentation: Tab 6 - Copy of Sprint Telecom. Ventures
Advice Letter No. 44 and Statements of William Harrelson,
counsel for MCI, and William Ettinger, counsel for AT&T, in
IECs' complaint case against SBC/Pacific Bell explaining why
IECs are no longer promoting resold services. AT&T Notice of
Ex Parte Communication with CPUC, CPUC Case Numbers 96
12-026, 96-12-044, 97-02-021.
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LQCALUN10~ NO. 108
±. i

Memo

T-928 P.02/04 Job-961

TQ:
From:
Dllff!:

'Re:

Dlfrlene Dlllllos., cllno",., SUVlce SIIpuvlsor
"",,,-Itt. BukA",,,,, 6, 1997
Pacific Bell

0. "ItIIIY, ·Allllli.n.'f 19117, J mewed II ,..,lIMe ",II (rDm AIlI'OIf Gr• ., '"
the "Customer ·1t~tfl",S'"d.C."1tIMt of "1IC1Ik Bell. His ell" Will r~ ,'" ,.
tIJat he WlIS"".'.d to· Itefl' t we _1tt«11 to r«tll,." 0"1' rel4phon8 servf~e. to
P«1fic Bell ill 011' BtlbI'$fieItI lDaIUoII. , ;mrtfelilltelr IfIlvI.s8fl him ,INn "is
In(orifiIItlon WAS Incorrect 11M tIuIt .. were .,IJDSI! tD lie suvlctul by ICC.
He clHlt,nlMll to p,asllre me tD give him tl¥ .nswers flUlt he wallted tolHulr
which' WII$· th(lf we lItRlltad to ItIlVB service 'rom Pllclflc Bell in the
BIIkersrteltilocllt;o,.. .

At no tlma dUM, my cOlM!6f1tion wit" Adrmt Gnty IIitI I '''''''.8 tlult We
Willlf. fo".tllm to ptlCific.· Bell (Inti J. t11so toIII NIit tIJIIt w. IuItJ ,.,duuu
IMW .taiephtilMS lind htul tldtIititMIll ,lines i"sttllIetI to IIUOm""'" DIll'.
decision to' hllVe ICG provide 0'" telqlto". service. I tolll""" sevu.' times
th~t 'we IMII never sl."." .•" "A.-cy Lc"u" glvl". tltem ",""';"ion to
swikh 11$ IiKk to Padfk Sell On Ju"" I J, J997 .,,11 tIHIt , WCHIIIIII",,"iMe it
.if "«/fle ~I wDIIltI m"m tlte u".lItItorIzetl suvke to leG..' DMrintI 0",
COI'IversfltlDIf, AtlrDn·"."tIDlletl t"tIt tltey "switch- custOft'Mrl _It to l'tIcific
Bell ",,11 tIM time" Oil « vuIHIl cOllwntnlon find tlte "Agency Letter" w"s
ottly • fo"",.'Ity.

At ,,~ tim. IIlIri". this t~IIo"•. ~.Il dill' tell """ tlNft wa w""tetI ro m"",
co I'(Idfk Bel,. I "/sD told ItIIft t". we _filii "or 1M respolls'IJIc "0'. ""1'
i"stall feu-QJlfnaae4 wltlt their. fled.slon to tilt. the suvIce HCIt· to Pflclfk
Bell wltluHlt II slglMtJ "ABMCY Lettr' (rom '0IIf' o(fke.

DIIrlene, my prl",tlry concern lit tit" entire matter ;s thllt th8,w Is "Of·"It .
Inte''''lIflon of servke ·1It 011' 1Jil1cusf'M1/1 1DartIo" wIHut tlHr llllU II'.
mu",." to 'CG" Tiley lire world", ,rut .t the present time ."" , WlllIt to
"a po,hive "'lit ICG UlII p'DvUh ,,11 HntJeU thllt lire I" place IIOW wltlNnli·
tillY problems. .

I(~o;, "crve flny questions. p1eflse ",II me 4ft (2J 3J 481-2050..

~ s. l.Qcai Avenue • Los Aaada. cA 90017 • (2B) "81-20~ • fAX (2U) 48~-~
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From: Dudics, Dariene/CSR-IRV
Sent: Monday, July 28,19977:23 PM
To: Holdridge, Bruce/Sr Dir Gov Af
Subject: FW: Our 1st SLAM

~1~-5'f)- c{G(~
Bruce, this is a letter I sent Tony Jaramia, our PB Manager, explaining what transpired over the
last month. I asked him at the time for assistance and he told me that there is a letter of Agency
on file. When I asked him to forward it to me, he said that it is Proprietary Information and that he
was unable to send me a copy. I then conferenced on the customer who requested a copy be
faxed. he also denied that request stating that she would have to call her local business office for
a copy. She has tried that twice and has been refused each time. She was actually told that this
was done verbally and that it happens all the time.

The customer has a bill for approx $500 for installation charges for returning to PB. She is
refusing to pay, but until they are migrated back to ICG, there is a chance PB will take them down
for non-pay. Because the lISC is demanding that we place an additional order to migrate this
customer back to ICG, ICG will inturn be charge again for the RESALE order.
HELP!!!!!, this has been a issue since 6-17-97. Thanks, Dar

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dudics, Darlene/CSR-IRV
Thursday, July 10, 19976:14 PM
Dudics, Dartene/CSR-IRV
FW: Our 1st SLAM

Dudics, Darlene/CSR-IRV
Wednesday, June 18,19976:14 PM
Holdridge, Bruce/Sr Dir Gov Af
Our 1st SLAM

Tony,
tb.J 16q, l\

Sheetmetal Work, 805-323-4461,4464,1104 and 3286 migrated as RESALE to ICG May 1997.

On June 17,1997 the customer received a bill from Pacific Bell for install charges for the migration
back to Pacific Bell. 6-17-97 we received a Migration Confirmation from Pacific Bell. Our Resale
Account had been slammed by Pacific Bell.

The customer called the 800-750-2355 on the bill to find out who authorized going back to Pacific
Bell. She was told that a person in the Bakersfield office verbally approved it. She explained that
the person in Bakersfield has no authority to change their services and that they were in receipt of
a letter of Agency to sign, which they chose not to sign. When she asked why a Letter of Agency
was requested and yet the order was done on a verbal, she was told that "it happens all the time".

At the time of our migration, the phones naturally went down. When that happened the gentlemen
in Bakersfield called Pacific Bell to report trouble. He was told that the lines now belong to ICG
but if he would sign a Letter of Agency, they would process back to Pacific Bell. He did received
the Letter of Agency, which he forwarded to the LA office and because they had no desire to go
back with Pacific Bell it was never signed and sent in to Pacific Bell.

The customer does not want to be with Pacific Bell and we are now being told that we must place
a new order for RESALE to convert baqk to ICG.
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If slamming is to be the practice, then a process needs to be in place at Pacific Bells level to work
the order back to an IGC account. For ICG to place a RESALE order, time is involved for our reps
to write the resale order and there are charges incurred when placing a Resale order. We do not
have the resources for tracking those charges nor the trust that Pacific Bell will not automatically
charge ICG for the process. We do not feel that we should be forced to a procedure when it has
been created by unethical policies.

The customer also does not feel that the bill sent to them is valid or due. Since it was done
without their authorization or knowledge, all charges need to be waived up to the time the account
migrates back to ICG.

Tony, thank you for your assistance in the matter. It has been almost 4 weeks since this came to
the attention of all concerned, and must be resolved immediately. Please call me......

Darlene Dudics



Phone: 800/621-5003
Phone: 510/239-7000
Facsimile: 510/239-7037

NORTHERN CALIFORNIA
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I I

The documents accompanying this telecopy transmission contain confidential information belonging to the sender which is
legally privileged. The information is intended only for the use of the individual or entity named herein. Ifyou are not the
intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or the taking of any action in reliance on
the contents of this telecopied information is strictly prohibited. Ifyou have received this telecopy in error, please immediately
notify us by telephone and return the original documents to us, at the address stated herein, at our expense. Thank you.
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